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July 8, 2003

TO: Assembly Committee on Forestry
FROM: Wisconsin Woodland Owners Association Inc.
RE: AB 323 - to amend the MFL program

The Wisconsin Woodland Owners Association (WWOA) is a nonprofit, educational association by and
for Wisconsin's private woodland owners. WWOA represents more than 2200 private woodland
owners.

WWOA believes that changes are necessary to the current Managed Forest Land (MFL) program
however, we are concerned that some of the proposed changes in AB 323 will discourage landowner
participation in a long term program designed to encourage sustainable management of Wisconsin's
private forests and provide a resource base for Wisconsin's timber industries.

WWOA supports a number of the provisions included in AB 323. These include:

A. a more equitable distribution of funds among the state, county, and towns collected under
MFL.

B. increasing the nonrefundable application fee, but to $200, rather than the $300 proposed.
WWOA proposes creating voluntary informational workshops on the MFL program requirements and
application procedures for landowners. We believe this would eliminate misinformation on program
requirements and assist landowners in correctly completing their application. Landowners attending a
workshop would receive a $100 voucher toward their application fee. WWOA is willing to cosponsor
these informational workshops for private landowners with the DNR.

C. the use of certified plan writers and DNR foresters for writing MFL management plans. We
would like to suggest a 5 year, maximum 10 years, phase in period for the certified plan writer
program. However, we also support a provision that would allow a landowner to write their own plan.
D. increasing the allowable closed acreage to 160 acres per municipality and the ability to
redesignate lands open or closed once during the period of the order.

E. the recalculation of the annual acreage tax using Class 5 and 6 lands and its assessment on
open MFL lands at 5% for NEW contracts entered into the program.

E. the idea of a noncompliance assessment of $250 for failure to complete a mandatory
practice. WWOA would like to represent private woodland owners in the creation of this system of
fines so that it is fairly administered. The system must acknowledge that managing timber includes
market, weather, and other conditions that are beyond a landowner's control.

WWOA does not support the following provisions in AB 323:

G. the creation of a grant program for nature-based outdoor recreation with the additional
funds collected under the increased application fee and annual closed acre rate. These funds
should be used to assist private landowners in managing their forests sustainably through additional
technical resources rather than the purchase of additional public lands. This would follow the intent of
the law to encourage the management of private forest lands for the production of future forest crops.
MFL participants should not pay increased taxes to fund this grant program if it is to be used solely for
the purchase of land.

H. the elimination of DNR notification to the landowner when the 25 or 50 year MFL contract is
to expire. The MFL program was created by the Legislature to be an incentive program to encourage
sustainable management of Wisconsin's private forests. Why would the State spend 25 or 50 years
cultivating the ideals of sustainable forest management with a landowner and then not notify them
when their contract is expiring? DNR should notify landowners of the contract expiration in a timely
manner to allow for reapplication, if so desired by the landowner.

I. the extension of the processing period to 18 months for MFL application and renewal. We
suggest the creation of semiannual deadlines for MFL application - January 31 and July 31. People
are known procrastinators, therefore the majority of MFL applications come into the DNR just before
the current January 31 deadline. By creating semiannual deadlines for applications this will spread the
workload throughout the year.

(over)




The January deadline should continue to follow the current timeline of 11 months for plan approval
and entry into the program. The July deadline should follow an equal timeline with taxes prorated
once entry into the program occurs since approval will come midyear. We suggesta similar time line
for contract renewals.

J. the change in calculation of the formula and resulting increasing rates applying to current
contracts. The proposed changes in this bill should apply to new MFL applicants. Existing contracts
should be grandfathered into the law. This is not without precedent. In the 1971 (Chapter 215, Laws
of 1971) the Forest Crop Law program under went a similar revision and existing contracts were not
changed. If existing contracts will not be grandfathered in, then WWOA supports an option for present
MEL contracts to be terminated without penalty. if the landowner feels that their contract has been
broken and they do not wish to continue under provisions of the new law they should have a twelve
month period following enactment of the bill to withdraw from the MFL program.

K. the bill's provision to set MFL payment on closed acreage at 20% of the statewide average
of Class 5 and 6 lands. This may result in some landowners actually paying the same or more
property taxes under the MFL closed provision than they would if the land wasn't entered into the
program and was taxed at their local rate. This would eliminate any financial incentive for the private
landowner to participate in the MFL program.

In addition we would like to suggest the following for the committee’s consideration:

L. WWOA also supports the elimination of the averaging formuia for calculation of the yield tax
and instead suggests that the yield tax be assessed on actual income from the timber sale. All
taxes in Wisconsin are based on actual income, this is the only tax that we are aware of that uses an
averaging formula to determine tax owed to Wisconsin.

M. WWOA supports keeping the annual acreage rate low and slightly increasing the actual
yield tax under MFL. Growing trees does not produce an annual income in fact it might be decades
before landowners receive any income from their woodlands. The MFL program was designed to
defer the annual acreage tax paid by landowners and collect a percent of the income received when
timber was sold off the land. In light of this, WWOA proposes linking these two ideas in the proposed
bill. We support increasing the annual acreage tax for closed MFL lands to 10% of Class 5 and 6
lands, rather than the 20% proposed in the bill, AND increasing the actual yield tax to 6%. WWOA
supports these changes only if these two ideas are both incorporated in the proposed bill.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on AB 323. We would be happy to answer any questions
the committee may have in regard to our comments.

Marvin Meier
President
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Brian Hubbard
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¢/o: Rep. DONald Friske
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Room 312 North

State Capitol
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Madison 53708

July 8, 2003

The following is our written statement for the public hearing on July 8, 2003 in Merrill, WI regarding
Assembly Bill 323 revisions to the Managed Forest Law (MFL) to be entered into the public record.

1.0 Background

Angeline Miller is the owner of 740 acres of forested property in the Town of Fence in Florence
County. Brian Hubbard is the grandson of Angeline Miller, and has been assisting in the operations

of the property.

Angeline Miller has owned the property for over thirty (30) years and has continuously managed the
property for sustainable forestry. In this period, we have planted over 80,000 trees; developed a
privately prepared forest plan (with minimal financial assistance from the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (DNR)); and have harvested over 2,000 cords of timber in the past 12 years
alone. In 1992, we were named Tree Farmer of the Year in Florence County.

Currently, we are not participating in the MFL program; are not eligible for the program; and have
found that the program is not in our better interest to pursue. However we have found that the
MFL has had an undue influence on driving our property tax bill to obscene levels.

While some have tried to claim that the MFL is not the source of rise in property taxes, nobody has
yet produced a creditable explanation to the contrary. The spread of the MFL is the predominant
factor in the calculation of mill rates (and subsequently individual property tax bills) that cannot be
eliminated as the source of the increases.

Our Tax Bill History

Tax Bl ($)
-3
g
8

$2,000.00

As recorded in the Public Record with the Florence County Assessors Office




2.0 Abstract

The DNR and the MFL have long demonstrated their lack of interest to actually work with the
property owner for the benefit of the owner. Assembly Bill 323 does not change that.

The day once existed in which the DNR worked in unison with private property owners. Then the
DNR realized that it could simply dictate down only its vision of forestry, and circumvent a free
capitalist marketplace. The MFL is the only form of forestry assistance from the state, where once
many diverse programs once existed, a demonstration that the DNR lacks interest in diversity.

The MFL is filled with plurality on the economics of the program. Itis marketed as a tax relief
program to private woodland owners, and as a side benefit to in turn improve the productivity of
their forest and the timber industry as a whole. Yet the DOR asserts that the MFL pays its way and
then some in the tax system. How can the MFL increase tax revenue to a district and be a tax relief
program at the same instance?

The abundance of conflicting reports along with the departure from trends actually occurring on tax
bills to the DOR assertions emphasizes the need for an Independent Economic Audit of the MFL
program. The Committee on Forestry should request an audit of the program as well as prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for the program to conclusively prove the programs merits.

The revision to the MFL proposed here in Assembly Bill 323 have little to do with actually addressing
the real faults of the program. The real faults that are not being recognized are:

« The absolute, iron fisted, rule of the DNR in the management of the MFL

« The economic tax trade offs with MFL enroliment to the levies
Until these concepts are recognized and addressed, the continuation of the MFL is not in the better
interest of property owners, both enrolled and non-participating (including non-eligible).

3.0 Assembly Biil 323

State Assembly Bill 323 contains the proposed amendments/alterations to the Managed Forest Law
recommended by the committee.

: ; s kel . Note: Indexing corresponds with the Analysis
The changes to the MFL included in this bill include: by the Legislative reference Bureau

3.1 Increase filling/application fee

3.1.1 The need to increase the filling fee ($100-$300) suggests that applicants are
fleeing from the program (prior to enroliment) once they really learn what the
program is.

3.1.2 If the program was truly a good program, nobody would withdrawal an
application. It should be a signal that there are serious flaws with the program.
The lack of follow thru should not be used as an excuse for increasing fees.

3.1.3 The flaws of the program should be addressed prior to this provision.

3.2 Reguirement that management plans be written by the DNR or DNR certified writers
3.2.1 This requirement will create a monoculture forest based on only the DNR vision
of forestry. Many of the practices widely used by the WI DNR are ignoring the
trends in other states DNR. Certified Writers are merely an extension of the
DNR. The DNR is not the only one capable of writing forest plans or managing a
productive forest.
3.2.2 The National Forest Service requires an Environmental Impact Statement be
prepared every 10 years. The holdings of National Forest land in Wisconsin are
1/5 the size that is enrolled in the MFL. It is time that the DNR proves its
management techniques in a similar manner as the National Forest does.
3.2.3 The DNR incurs zero risk in its management of the MFL program.
3.2.3.1 When partnerships are created between the private owners and
mills, there is some guarantee of a market or harvest value for the




timber in exchange for the owner to grow and reserve the stock for
the mill.

3.2.3.2 These private partnerships, by whatever shares, are still responsible
for the entire tax bill. The MFL simply changed the rules to exclude
itself from the expense.

3.233 The MFL does not impart any guarantee of a marketplace or harvest
value for the participants. Nor does it address the monetary loss on
a product if the DNR timetable is not met.

3.2.3.4 The program does more to ensure that the mills have a surplus of
timber, than it does to increase the return on the product for the

property owner.
3.24 This provision should not be passed.

3.3 Delay the yield tax collection until after five (5) years of enroliment.

3.3.1 The point of the need for this clause is not readily apparent. The yield tax is
that which the Department of Revenue (DOR) asserts is the balancing factor for
the loss in the tax basis. With this assertion from the DOR, there would be no
tax revenue to offset the loss of the tax basis. The loss of the tax basis without
the yield tax will without a doubt increase the mill rate/property tax bill of non-
participants.

3.3.2 If the DNR is interested in addressing the slash (clear-cut) and enroll that has
been occurring, then it should look at the flaws of the program that make it in
the property owner’s better interest to act as such.

3.3.3 This provision does not address the problem, is bad and should not be passed.

3.4 Eliminate DNR slice of withdrawal tax
3.4.1 The DNR incurs zero risk from the program and should not be rewarded with a
slice of the withdrawal tax.
3.4.2 This provision should be passed.
3.4.3 An amendment should also be added that removes the DNR share (50%) of the
yield tax (5%).
3.43.1 Again, the DNR incurs zero risk in the program. The DNR role in a
timber sale is not significant and does not warrant undue reward.
3.4.3.2 Currently, any state citizen is eligible for four hours of consultation
with a state forester regardless of participation in the MFL or not.
3.43.3 When accounting for the time of a forester’s involvement in a
harvest, the publicly available time must first be subtracted.
3.43.4 By eliminating the DNR share, more revenue could be put against
the levies that are exempt from the MFL.

3.5 Add a withdrawal fee in addition to the withdrawal tax
3.5.1 Is the addition of a withdrawal fee double taxation?
3.5.2 This provision should not be passed.

3.6 Increase the acreage limitation.

3.6.1 The bill proposes increasing the ceiling limitation for eligibility from 80 acres to
160 acres.

3.6.2 State Foresters have long been explaining how to work around the existing
clause of 80-acre limit by fragmenting larger parcels into uniquely titled eligible
parcels, thus promoting fragmentations. Then the foresters treat the collection
as a sum when preparing plans, thus eliminating the entire point of the clause.

3.6.3 The clause should be eliminated altogether as it is a meaningless law when the
enforcer is informing the public how to get around it. There is no reason for a
ceiling limit in the program, if the MFL is truly a good program. Land Use
Assessments do not have any maximum acreage limitations and neither should
the MFL or any forestry program by the DNR.




3.6.4 The relevance of this provision passing holds little meaning and subsequently
should be eliminated from the bill and be replaced with an amendment removing
the acreage limitation in its entirety.

3.7 Alteration of the acreage share pa yment formula.
3.7.1 If the proposed changes are good for 2008, why are they not good for 20037

The alterations do not reflect the changes in the tax environment today, yet

alone that of 2008.

3.7.2 The payment formula is currently recalculated every five years. There is no
other tax that is locked in for fives years.

3.7.2.1 An amendment should be added to have the rates re-calculated
annually, like every other tax in Wisconsin is.

3.7.3 The formulas are based on the assumption that the MFL is the minority share of
the tax roll.

3.7.31 MFL accounts for 56% of the acres in the Town of Fence, which now
makes the MFL the majority. The formula’s assumptions are
inherently flawed and need to be corrected to act as the majority.

3.7.4 The acreage share payments need to be amended to make payments additional
to the county.

3.7.5 The acreage share payments need to be amended to make payments towards
the public school system and the technical college system.

3.7.5.1 Currently, there are no payments made by the MFL towards the
Public School system or the technical college system. As the MFL
becomes the majority, the minority is exclusively burdened with the
expense of these levies.

3.7.5.2 There are some school tax credits for the public school system from
the state with limited correlation to the MFL enroliment.

3.7.5.2.1 It has not been proven that the credits received truly offset
the loss of the tax basis as a result of the MFL.

3.753 There is no tax credit for the technical college system. Those
remaining on the tax roll are solely responsible for the levy.

3.8 Additional closed acreage share payment be used by the DNR for grants
3.8.1 Why should the DNR be handling the funds from the closed MFL payment?
3.8.2 The provision should not pass.
3.8.3 The provision should be amended so that the funds flow directly to the town,
county, school, and college levies.

2.9 Additional provisions for renewal petitions
3.9.1 The point of this provision is not well defined and is vague on the need for such
a provision. More explanation of the provision and the need for it are necessary.
3.9.2 This provision should be tabled until it is better defined.

3.10 Legal record of enroliment with the County Register of Deeds

3.10.1 While a record of enroliment is a sound idea, if the practice does not include pre-
existing enroliment, the program becomes tiered and more invasive {0 enrollee
than to pre-existing participants.

3.10.2 The provision should be amended such that it becomes the expense of the DNR
to remove/reverse the deed from the record.

3.10.3 If this provision is to be passed, it should be amended such that it includes these
same requirements on pre-existing enroliments.

3.11 Creation of a non-compliance penalty
3.11.1 The DNR does not carry any risk in the operation of the program, only mandates.
Once the DNR is subject to a risk for its involvement in the program, then a
compliance penalty could be valid.




3.11.2 The penalty circumvents the ability of the property owner to act as a free agent
in a capitalist marketplace.
3.11.3 This provision should not pass.

4.0 Additional Comments
4.1 Definitions:

Definitions are often confused in the timber industry. The differences are sharp and
important to recognize when understanding the industry and the place of the MFL in the industry.

41.1 Timber Producer - A timber producer is the property owner who grows the
product for a logger/contractor to harvest and supply to a mill.

4.1.2 Logger/Contra — A logger is usually a contractor that performs the actual
activity of cutting and transporting the product to the mill. The logger is a vital
component of the timber industry, but is not usually the timber producer.

4.1.3 Mill — A mill is a sawmill or paper mill that is the consumer of the timber
products, without which no industry would exist.

The MFL is supposed to be a benefit to the property owner, who is the timber producer,
by practicing better forestry methods meant to improve the productivity and the value of
forest products. In tum, the Loggers/Contractors benefit from increased need for their
services. The mills have a supply of a resource that they need to operate their
businesses. Many publications confuse who the real timber producer is and who is
supposed to be the primary beneficiary of the MFL program, the taxpaying property
owner. If the Property owner is not the primary beneficiary of the program, the very
purpose and premise of the program is flawed.

4.2 Previously published provisions not included in the Bill
421 Extending the application deadline from 12 months to 18 months
4211 The need to extend the lead-time should not be a burden on an
enroliee due to the DNR’s inabilities. Extending the deadline forces
applicants to endure another year's worth of unfair property taxes.
42.1.2 A twelve-month deadline is more than sufficient notice on the
property owners’ part.
42.1.2.1 Al assessment work is already defined to occur within each
year.
4.2.1.2.2 Assessors are not allowed to overlap in the next year, and
neither should the DNR's administration of the program.
42123 The bill should be amended to specify a deadline.
42.1.4 The bill should also be amended such that delays and additional lead
time due to backlog within the DNR, becomes the expense of the
DNR reimbursable to the applicant.

422 Resource Aid Payments

4221 Discussion has occurred with increasing the Resource Aid formula
and subsequently payments.

4222 If the assertion that the MFL truly does pay its way in the taxing
districts, then alteration is not necessary.

42221 The request to change the Resource Aid formula should be
interpreted as admittance of guilt that the MFL program
does not pay its way.

4223 If it is necessary to alter the formula of the Resource Aid, to make
the MFL viable, then an amendment to the current bill should be
added to link the change in the Resource Aid to the changes in the
MFL.




4224 Disclosure is necessary for the amounts and ratios of the Resource

Aid that are for the purpose of balancing the impact of the MFL.
4.3 Missing Concepts
4.3.1 Time periods

43.1.1 The state and the DNR have never demonstrated the ability to plan
25 years out, yet alone 50 years out, but still carry a predisposition
that they can write a explicit contract for that period.

43.1.2 Many things can occur in 25 and 50 years in a forest. Anything over
five (5) years should be regarded as nothing but loose goals, not
explicit attributes of a contract.

43.13 If the MFL is truly a good program, then shorter period of enroliment
are equally valid as long periods.

4314 The bill should be amended such that a 5 year and 10 year options
are also available.

432 DNR evasion of liability
43.2.1 The DNR has insulated itself from liability in any of the MFL contracts
while it believes that it has the right to mandate plans and actions.

4.3.2.1.1 If the strict definition of the DNR management plan calls for
clear cutting or other practices that create a mono-culture
that is vulnerable to insect infestation or disease, the owner
has no opportunity of recourse with the DNR for following its
requirements when disaster strikes.

4.32.1.2 There is no reimbursement from the DNR if timber is to be
cut at a loss under their management plan (with penalties) if
the marketplace is down.

43.3 Industry Trends

433.1 There is no guarantee made by the DNR that there will even be a
marketplace for the timber products next year, let alone 25 or 50
years from now.

4.33.2 The MFL operates under the Trickle-Down Theory of Economics, that
the spread of the MFL will spawn additional jobs and income from
the supporting services and consumers of the timber industry.
However, mills in Wisconsin have been scaling back for several years
already, and several mills in Minnesota and Michigan have been
closed within the last year.

4333 The spread of the program has not brought out increased value in
timber products. Prices have even failed to keep up with inflation,
suggesting that the aggressive tactics of the DNR are for naught.
The lagging prices (or loss of value) also mean that the yield tax
holds less meaning.

5.0 Closing
I can be reached at the address listed for additional comments on this bill or the program as a whole.
The provisions of this bill are short sighted at best, and fail to recognize and address the real issues of

the MFL program. I call on the Committee on Forestry and the state legislature for an Independent
Economic Audit and an Environmental Impact Statement regarding the Managed Forest Law.

Sincerely

Brian Hubbard




Brian Hubbard
2021 Meadow Court, Unit 2
West Bend, WI, 53095

Cell (414) 745-9817
Daytime (262) 677~ 1221

Re: Response to Chief State Forester July 8, 2003

Senator Roger M. Breske

12th Senate District
Room 310 South

State Capitol

p.0. Box 7882

Madison 53707-7882

Sen. Breske,

I have also received the letter from Paul Delong, Chief State Forester and was disappointed in the
lack of an adequate answer.

The response was quick to disqualify the Managed Forest Law (MFL) as the source of the escalation
of property taxes based on a publication by the Department of Revenue (DOR). However, the study was
flawed, inaccurate, lacked professional creditability and is a poor source of justification. The study was
flawed in that it:

« Used the law of averages for the yield tax and withdrawal penalty rates applied to a single parcel.

e Neglected uniformity and the magnitude of enroliment in the program.

o A proper study would have applied statistical methods of uniform distribution to more
accurately represent the magnitude of enroliment.

o Any individual change in assessment will have negligible effects statewide. The
conclusion that the fractional enroliment results in a fractional difference in tax bills
completely ignores the magnitude of the program. It is the sum of the changes that hold
meaning.

« Used out-dated information, even for the time of the study (2000).

o The withdrawal rate defined was from 1997

o The Acreage Share Payments Rate was last used in 1998. The acreage share payment
rate in 2000 was $0.83/acre, not $0.74/acre

e The study was performed on a 100-acre parcel, even though the law restricts enroliment to 80

acres.

« The mathematical errors in the State Tax Credit fail to lend professional creditability to the study.

If the assertion (from the study) that property in the MFL generates more tax revenue than property
outside of the program, then why would anybody choose to enroll in the program to pay additional
taxes? The assertion of the study is a complete reversal of the published and stated purpose of the MFL
program; tax relief not tax hikes for participants. The assertion is not creditable.

At no point was an explanation of any kind offered for the rises in property tax bills. I am still
awaiting a creditable explanation.

The lack of current, creditable information emphasizes the importance and the need for an
Independent Economic Audit. T am requesting that you call for an Independent Economic Audit on the
Managed Forest Law program.

That is all,

Brian Hubbard

Enclosures (3)
CC: Paul De Long, Chief State Forester




Appendix A
Mathematical Errors in the DOR Study
T axing Jurisdiction Before Enroliment After Enrollment Change Change
Town of Moundwille:
Tax Levy $ 20,000.00 | $ 19,837.00 -$163.00 -$163.00
Full Value $ 19,248,500.00 | § 19,182,800.00 -$65,700.00 -$65,700.00
Tax Rate ($ per $1,000) $ 1039018 1.0341 -$0.0049 -$0.004939
Marquette County
Tax Levy $ 5646,578.00 | $ 5,646,559.00 -$19.00 -§19.00
Full Value 3 771.077,10000 | § 771,01 1,400.00 -$65,700.00 -$65,700.00
Tax Rate ($ per $1,000) $ 732301 % 7.3236 $0.0006 $0.00060
Portage Schools
Tax Levy $ 6,367,297.00 | $ 6,366,726.00 -$571.00 -$571.00
Full Value $ 654,581,01500 | §  654,515,315.00 $65,700.00 -$65,700.00
Tax Rate ($ per $1,000) $ 97273 1% 9.7274 $0.0001 $0.000104
Madison Area Technical College
Tax Levy 3 49,293,41500 1 $ 49,293 415.00 $0.00 $0.00
Full Value $ 33,304,182,009.00 | $ 33,304,116,309.00 -$65,700.00 -$65,700.00
Tax Rate ($ per $1,000) $ 1.4800 | $ 1.4800 $0.0000 $0.000000
State of Wisconsin
Tax Rate ($ per $1,000) $ 020% 0.20 0 $0.00
State Tax Credit
Amount $ 3224900 | $ 32.318.00 $111.00 00| (1)
Town Full Value $ 1924850000 | $ 19,182,800.00 -$65,700.00 -$65,700.00
Credi Rate ($ per $1,000) -$1.6848 -$1.6848 $0.0000
Credt Rate (§ per $1,000) 31,6754 $1.6847 ©)
Difference $0.0094 $0.0001
[Total Net Rate i $ 18.0845 | § 18.0803 ] [ $0.0042] | ~$0.013570]

As recorded in the Department of Revenues
publication "Publc Lands and Property
Taxes" June 2000, pg 18.

Correct Mathetical resutts for After
Enroilment minus Before Enroliment
assuming the data presented by the
DOR is correct.

(1) The other resuits (change) published by the DOR are the After minus the Before
resultant. The published value contains an error of $180.

(2) The calculation of the Credit Rate contains a mathematical error. These rows
indicate the proper results not published by the DOR.

(3) Taken form the "public Lands and Property taxes” publication by the Department of
Revenue, June 2003, Pg 18, Table 3, Effect of Managed forest Land Enroliment in the
Town of Moundville, Marquette County.

If it is assumed that the Before and After Enroliment Values published in the
DOR study are correct, the results published by the DOR are inaccurate and have
multiple basic mathematical errors

The serious fundamental errors invalidate the study, the results and any
conclusions drawn from the results. Relevant, accurate and professional studies
do not contain such errors

Appendix A




Appendix B

Hypothosis:

Theoretically, if the conclusion of the DOR study is assumed (even with the
flaws) to be correct, then the MFL program increases tax revenue while
decreasing property taxes, even with the loss of the tax basis.

Analysis:

Then for the Property Tax Bill to increase by the magnitude it
has, then the levies/budgets have increased by such a
magnitude

Levy

Mill Rate=
Tax Basis

Year Tax Bill
2000 $ 6,965.00
2001 $ 8,296.00
2002 $11,400.00 137% Increase since 2001
164% Increase since 2000

Various public records do not reflect that the town, county, public school, or
technical school have expanded/rasied their budgets/levies even close to this

magnitude.

The Town of Fence and Florence County have either held or cut their
budgets/levies.

Conclusion:

Since the levies do not reflect the same magnitude of change as the
increase in the mill rates, and subsequently the property tax bill, The
hypothosis mut be flawed, incorrect, and inaccurate.

More accurately, it directly suggest that the MFL does not replace tax
revenue when enrolled MFL property is removed from the tax rall. The MFL
does directly impact the tax basis does play a signifigant factor in the mill
rates and subsequently the property tax bills.




) afed

_\ AleSSeceu So[e Si 4\ 8l pue sjuswied piy BAINOSeY
g1-9) dd ‘€00z QUNr 'BNUBASY 40 JueHBde( UISUCOSIM | sexe | Auedoid pue spuel ayand, - (g) ey} ueamjeq diysuoneal ayj o einsojasip (Ind €ZE W8 Alquiassy o) pepuawie/payoeye
oq pinoys siuswied pry @2nosay 8yj o} suoijeiaje pesodasd ay) uey) ‘siseq xe | 8y}

£00Z ‘€2 BuUNp 18168104 8IS BIUD ‘Buon e Ined Woy 1ena - () uo joeye 14N 8yl 10) Jojoe) Bumes|o Byl Si Py eoinosey 8y} jey) uojeaydw 8yl |

erueAB) jo JuBiLledeq) LISUOISIM L0 SBIEY XBL Auedoid Aunoo- (€) Aunoo eouaio|d U Ajuolew ey) Bujwooeq Apoinb A s1 1) *Aupioun ey 1eBuo|

ou S| 4N 2yl PesepIsuod AjanJj si juewjjoiue jo apnpubew ay) usym wiaysAs jooyos

@OUBZ JO LMO ] - PICOBY JO JOSSESSY UoSIe8d LUOP 'ZO0Z '1E 100 “WeIsAS sous4 - [ioY JeWSSessY j0 ABlwng - (2) o8} oY) PUE Waisks |00YDS HAN 4 U} 10} SYQSIA OG PINOUS 1D0}D GUIES SILL

‘002 ‘61 USIBW 'enusiey jo pede(] UISUCOSIA BY A 185 Se $8NjeA pezijenb3 4o Juewsiels Z00Z - 1)
Apnis HOQ @yl uBy)
8O0UBIBIOY soyies ‘Apmis jo adAj siy) o) Ayqeypess iejesld Buipua| ‘80U JO UMO L By U| S{I1q X8}
Apedosd Uy spuau) |enjoe O aAljEjUESAIdE) BIOW OS] BJE 'UIBIBY UMBID sjnsa eyl
s|11q xey Apedod Ajuenbesqns pue ajel jjiu sAjunoo ay) uo jpaye
webyubis e 8| sy} ‘uelwAegd pry B0IN0SSY By} PUE BNUBASY e PI@LA Byl yim uans
/(z_::oo ainue ayj Jeao pajdde si UOUNQUISIP WUOHUN B UBLM ‘Apnis HOQ #Ul eyliun \_\

%SE J3V4 01 8NP 218 1IN AWNOD Ul 8seaidll % e pIV 8088
85'1o¥ § eousioya 00'60€'¥28'8Y€ 19Bpng AlunoD 18101
19818} T | (%06 10 %02) 801§ $ALUN0D
(000'1$ Jod §) (000'1$ 8d §) 8O0, § |(2606 40 %08) BOHS UMD L
£6¥Ee} ¢ = 14N /M iYW BY'96L'} § = TINOMABH I 1££66'6 3 {{%08) 8IS ¥NQ
€L G8L 6L S |XBlPIBIAIEI0L
()[ezo (sers)ajer xe L piaiA Bay
§8'061'90€'192 0000907} '¥6} @ 19199 AWno ur 810y 14N
[RE——— ) 7 R ———— = AN oM BN N Anay oy £€ 06808 Wsulked ply 80n0seY
00'60€ ¥28'8YE 00'006')VLL'8¥E 10 %510°0 Aluo 00005 122 8¥E_ A8 Aunod emdy
5| juewied Py @

aoInosey 8y

a1ey I B8 Kre Aunog uo 30343 14N

onfep pessessy 19198 apim Aunoy 8oy gl 'gl0'L  § ®Vi$1dW
8y} Jo Aouiw eyl enjea Ajunoo BL'GL0'} [(JEEZIREL gov'Ll 800V
76U *Ayiofew Byl 31 14N poisod ou} Jo 155'501'298 anieA 14w 00'8Z.'LL & ©NIBA pessessy TN
'90uB 4 JO UMG] BU} U %SE I UOHINLYS Ayunog 8uslol4 99U 4 JO UMO |
010040 9pp Aunod B Uj ynsal
58'054'90€',92 G054 12¥'65C  §8.085 691 L9 PIIOM G3UB O UMD 8L S8 ORI QuIBS 00'009°0¥L°¥65 __00°00¥'¥88'L 001002992261 90 00¥'£05 €5
wer T eoslo60L22 | coglo€esce | €0GLBYEBS g Buisn *ALnoD 84 im0 UBNaL PUI 00'000628'S} 50002621 ] 00008 8¥L Gl 000006y’ S |J8idiL jo umoL
i [ iscoviove | viocozesye | vl otyesye Jﬁ%mnﬁﬂﬁoﬁnﬁ%a 00°00Z 68122 05 005Z01 | 0000072¥0'2Z [00002 686 |7 Buotjo umoL
wEe | ioezrvorsy | J0azveicsy | 10826 1E0 2 00°009289°2€ 0 00L 7y | 000061852C [00°0082900L | PERISBLIOH JO UMOL
s | 6 licesces | L61101ve6e | L6116T88 S 00°008'GLY €2 00 00L'a1L ] 00°00188€'€Z |0000E'889'y __|99U8.0l4 4O UOL
%55 | 0000c 059 vy | 0000 ey vp | 00006 82L L1 D 0000582L2) 8 00°008'228'92 06001 6ez | 0000/ ¥69°92 |00 00V €2 vh _|8dued jo umol
s T 66l | 1826L66L8c | 16C69LLYE 7an Ul snieA| Awedold 14N 10 00°001'105°62 0000566, | 00008 LPE6Z (00009206 L | UMEBMUOLILOD JO UMOL
e 6,0 veLeg | 61915209vG | 619101812l 158104 JO OllEY| 8NIBA PBsEassy 0000 eyaer | 00008 190t | 00005 16v'ey [00000¥0LE [Eioiny o Mol
BNBA UMD | BNBA BnjeA 8leisl spue 14N @ Bjoy Ruadold [eu0siad |an|eA 818183 8NBA
paisod UON__&:UM [L:alel 8oy 18I0 L JO BNnjeA passassy @ ey |eloL 188104 pAPIOOaY
10 % pajewixoiddy

55599018510 14N JO UONBUNX0.G0Y

3::00 ayj ul sanjeA possassy uo 3993 14N
2 xpusddy







[ am Clyde Samsel. lama sand county tree farmer, trying to restore jand that was “corned to death” to use a
phrase by Aldo Leopold. Our family has been working at this restoration effort for 53 years. 1 was 16 when
we started planting trees with our Dad. We have planted over 200,000 secdlings with a lot of help from
friends. 1 think we have improved the environment; wild life is now abundant on our land for hunters.

The deepest kettle hole on the Ice Age Trail runs through our reforested land. It is quite interesting terrain and |
invite all of you to see it. A map is on the back of these comments. We plan to protect our land from
development with a conservation easement even though the realtor lobby may strongly object; but we do want
to protect the Ice Age Trail from those how would deny access to it.

Recently the ugly head of government at its worst has surfaced. It is called the MFL mandatory practice. 1tis
mandatory that | harvest timber on steep terrain leading down to the water in the kettle hole. It is dangerous work
and we are spacing the harvest to prevent erosion. It is mandatory. We are getting it done. 1f we did not carry
out this mandatory practice, our DNR forester could simply report us to the DNR tax unit in Madison and we
would be removed from the MFL program — without an opportunity to appeal. My taxes would go from$1.74 to
about $50 per acre. | agree the MFL rate is low but notas a “tenant” farmer of the DNR. The problem is not with
the DNR forestry staff. For the most part they are fine professional people. The real problem is with the
Managed Forest Law (M FL) that is seriously flawed.

At the market value tax rate, | would be forced to sell our land to a developer and that part of the Ice Age Trail
with its unique glacial features would be closed to the public forever. This situation is not specific to us. It is
happening all over the state and is known as urban sprawl. The proposed changes to MFL to my great surprise
takes a law with many flaws and makes it worse. There is not a single change that would be helpful to woodland
owners. Many of the changes can be described as “revenue enhancers” or a back door way to tax land.

{ don’t want to stand before you and sound like another complaining taxpayer. I wish to offer you a clear
solution to the MFL quagmire. Phase it out’ The DNR should stop accepting new MFL applications right
now. Then institute Use Value Appraisal for Forest Land using the Vermont or similar well-established

tax model.

| would recommend that each woodland owner be required to have a management plan. Vermont Family Forests
has an excellent template that a jandowner can follow to make his own management plan. The average woodland
owner in Wisconsin has 40 acres. in Waushara County it might consist of 30 acres of red and white pine and 10
acres of scrub oak. With a little help, the landowner could prepare his own management plan. He or she would
be involved in the planning process; not like it is with MFL with the plan being done by the DNR. Each year he
or she would report the progress in carrying out the provisions of the plan and fill out a form to report the plans
for the coming year. What would be the incentive for a landowner to do a forestry plan you might ask. 1t would
be the saving of about $1800 per year on a 40-acre parcel in Waushara County. The proposed change to require
certified DNR approved plan writers is insulting to the intelligence of woodland owners and it would be costly to

taxpayers.

What happens when you want to get out of the Use Value program? In Vermont, if the landowner sold the 40
acres to a developer for say $80,000, he would pay a change of status fee of $8000 if the land was under Use
Value for more than 10 years or $16,000 if less than tens years. Urban growth certainly continues, but with better

planning.

Use Value Appraisal using a good model will make forest management a priority with landowners. It will
increase revenue over low MFL tax rate; it will reduce urban sprawl, and it will make it possible to reduce the size
of the DNR. To me Use Value Appraisal for Forestland is a Win-Win Proposal for the Citizens of Wisconsin.

Reference: David Brynn, Vermont County Forester. www. familyforests.com % M
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‘ Chain Saw Safety Classes

Game of Logging Training Courses, Levels 1, 11, 111, 1V,

Cost: $80 per Session  (Call about Husqvarna Scholarships)

Location: Samsel Ltd., W10420 Beechnut Drive, Hancock, Wi 54943

Please call for directions or information about the safety program.

Phone 1-800-699-3793, or Fax 1-715-249-5452 or email: samsel@uniontel.net
Instructor: Ken Lallemont  Class Size limited to 10. Minimum Class Size 6

All Training is conducted on Saturdays starting at 8:00 AM
~ SAMSEL LTD. *

Ny 13— X ViLD ACSE
July 12 Levell § ‘ '
August 9, Level 1 | rearmrieee L V.;*‘fp ‘i‘
Dctober 11 Level | o r pY ‘o'
November 8 Level ] L PReto0MzO) \ .

L - * / Qoochn . \ '
July 26 Level 11 e '—‘»“"‘»%L»'l ﬂ \% A
September 13 Level 11 B Hape \v’f“ﬁ B::ochnul lzrl.vo ] RPN
October 25 Level 11 xn P 2 X : 3
= : Marl :'- 2 2 v

september 27 Level 115 ‘¢ " Lake | - - z 3
November 22 Level I § \ N -

¥
December 13 Level 1V o :f": '
(_0\'0 C / \\

Hwy 21
’lease bring protective headgear, chaps, work boots, a chain saw and a bag lunch.
" “hain Saws and protective equipment will be provided if needed.
’lease send a check made out to Timber Resources LLC

lease Mail to: Or: Deliver the Check to Samse! Ltd

rimber Resources LLC We will forward it to Ken.

45638 Hilltop Road
‘atawba, WI 54515

» Ken Lallemont

special Classes on dates other than those listed can be arranged for groups of 6 to 10.
“ontact Clyde Samsel at samsel@uniontel.net OF 1-800-699-3793







July 8, 2003

To the Legislative Committee on Forestry

Hello

My name is Gene Schmit. | am a Director at Large for the Wisconsin County

e

Forests Association and its former President. | am also a land owner with

land under the Managed Forest Land Program.

| am here to support the change in the MFL program. [ was one of the
original people who put the original MFL Program together, and this past fall
was on the subcommittee of the Governor’s Forestry Council who looked at

revisions of the present MFL program.

As with all things, times and conditions change and so it is with the MFL
program. The change proposed would update various issues and keep the

program current with present economies and operating procedures.

| therefore want to go on record for the Wisconsin County Forests
Association as supporting the changes proposed in the Managed Forest Land

Program.

Gene Schmit

Director at Large

Wisconsin County Forests Association
W7451 River Road South

Tomahawk Wi 54487







WISCONSIN CONSULTING FORESTERS (WCF)

Dedicated to high professional standards for forestry in Wisconsin

July 8 2003

Representative Friske Chairman
Representative Ainsworth Vice Chairman
Representatives Seratti, Williams, Hubler and Boyle

RE - Managed Forest Tax Law (MFL)
Dear Assembly Committee on Forestry Members :

I am here representing the Wisconsin Consulting Foresters, Inc. (WCF), an organization composed of
private professional consulting foresters. Members of the WCF provide forest management services to
Wisconsin woodland owners, such as preparation of forest management plans, timber marking, timber sales
administration, and tree planting. Collectively we implement sound, sustainable, ethical forest management

throughout Wisconsin.

WCF generally supports the proposed changes to the Managed Forest Tax Law (MFL). The WCF has a strong
interest in the MFL and would like to present a proposal to further improve the efficiency of the program for the landowners of

Wisconsin.

The intent of the proposal is to provide a means for a landowner to apply for the MFL program with a reduced time
line between the application deadline and the date the order goes into effect.  Under the current procedure the length of time 18
cleven months. The new proposal 1s to extend that time period to eighteen month, to provide additional time to have
management plans prepared by cither the DNR or contracted consulting foresters and approved by the DNR.

WCF suggests that if the property owner is willing to commit to providing ( paying for) an approved forest
management plan, prepared by a “certified plan writer” (part of the new proposal). that the application deadlinc be April 1%,
nine months prior to the effective date of the order. The landowner would submit an approved plan with the application or a
letter of understanding and commitment with the application that specifies that the owner will hold harmless the DNR if an
approved plan is not provided by September 1. If an approved plan is not provided by the September 1* the application
would be void and the application fee forfeited. The letter could also provide a datc that a draft of the management plan be
submitted to the local DNR forester for comments and a length of time for the DNR forester to review the plan.

The financial reality is that the woodland owner will still save money by being able to enter the MFL program onc full
vear sooner than under the proposed changes. An average ownership of 40 acres pays an average of just over $21.00 per
acre in real estate taxes each year for forest/waste and swampland. This is an annual tax bill of over $800.00. The proposed
cost to apply for entry into the MFL is $300.00. The cost to have a forest management plan prepared on 40 acres is about
$700.00. If the WCF proposal is approved, a woodland owner will save $100.00 ( taxes less plan fec) in taxes the first year
and over $700.00 or more each year after using the current rate in MFL, plus $280.00 ($300.00 - $20.00) for application fee.

This process will encourage landowners to contract directly with Certified Plan Writers and reduce the workload on the DNR
foyesters, allowing more time to contact new woodland owners and encourage sustainable forest management, which is a high
priority activity )

Sincerely, /%/Vv W\

Allan Waelchli, WCF Chairman
W7251 Belle Plame Ave.
Shawano. WI. 34166
713-526-6020

forest2ig fronticrnet net
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Managed Forest Law

Time Line

Application to Entry Date to Tax Bill
AB 323 WCF
Planned Existing Proposed Entry Tax
Application Application Application and Enforce Bill
Plan (commitment)
Date Date Date Date Date
l l | l i
July 1 January 31 Apnl 1 January 1 December
2004 2004 2005 2005

2003







Date:  July 10, 2003

Representative Donald Friske
State Capitol

P.O. Box 8952

Madison, W1 53798

Re: Managed Forest Law Bill AB 323
Dear Representative Friske,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the Managed Forest Law (MFL) Bill AB 323.

1 believe a strong MFL is important to promoting forest stewardship from the non-industrial private landowner
group, the group that represents 60% of the forestland in Wisconsin. As a private landowner of 360 acres, |
strongly support the MFL. However, | have opposition to some of the proposed changes:

First, it is unclear how the acreage share payment will change. Specifically, I would like to know how the
average statewide property tax per acre of property assessed as swampland, wasteland and productive forestland
will be calculated. I have had discussions with both the W1 Department of Natural Resources Tax Law Unit and
the W1 Department of Revenue and learned enough to know that there are different interpretations regarding
how this number will be calculated (for example, market vs. assessed value). The average tax rate varies
between $13.35 per acre and $19.93 per acre depending on the source of information used. Without
clarification, I cannot determine the tax impact or offer any alternative to the percent used to determine the per
acre assessments on open or closed lands and cannot support this proposed change in the MFL. It is important to
the credibility of the program that Jandowners fully understand how their tax bill will be affected.

Secondly, 1 strongly believe that the proposed changes to the MFL should apply only to new applicants. This
will maintain the integrity of the MFL and the commitment that previous MFL enrollees and the State of
Wisconsin have made by contract or agreement.

Third, | recommend that additional payments made for closed MFL lands be used for non-industrial forestry
education and outreach rather than for land acquisition grants. 1 believe that we are not reaching enough of the
non-industrial private landowner group and need to improve education efforts.

Finally, I rccommend that flexibility be built into any noncompliance assessment so that well intended
landowners are not punished for not completing a practice because of circumstances out of their control. |
recommiend that a three year window be provided for a practice to be implemented and that reasonable progress
be demonstrated. 1 know by experience from previous harvests that it can be difficult for a logger to give a
guarantee on the start and finish of a job due to the many uncontrollable factors that can delay a timber harvest.
Being a former logger, I'm sure you can appreciate my cOnceri.

I support the other changes as recommended. This is a difficult issue to deal with. I commend you and your

committee for your effort and hard work to improve the MFL and your commitment to Wisconsin’s forest
resources.

Rob Kudick

N249 Scott Road

Merrill, W1 54452

Private Landowner and MFL Enroliee
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Date:  July 10, 2003

Representative Donald Friske
State Capitol

P.O. Box 8952

Madison, W1 53798

Re:  Managed Forest Law Bill AB 323
Dear Representative Friske,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to speak at the public hearing on July 8" in Merrill in regard to the
Managed Forest Law (MFL) Bilt AB 323. 1 attended the meeting but had to leave prior to the end of the
hearing. Therefore, I would like to provide written comment on the proposed changes to the MFL.

Wausau-Mosinee Paper Corporation supports a healthy MFL program. We believe it is the single most
important tool supporting good forest stewardship on private forestland in Wisconsin.

The MFL helps to provide a valuable source of fiber to Wisconsin’s forest products and paper industry. Because
the MFL is primarily directed toward the production of timber, it is key in promoting a strong local economy
and productive forests on private timberlands, lands that account for more than 60% of total land ownership in
Wisconisin.

Finally, the program provides for deferment of taxes until timber is harvested, providing an incentive for
forestland owners to retain their property, thereby reducing forest fragmentation.

Regarding the specific proposed changes, | am requesting more information on the acreage share payment so
that I can determine the tax impact. Specifically, we would like to know how the average statewide property tax
per acre of property assessed as swampland, wasteland and productive forestland will be calculated. I have had
discussions with both the W1 Department of Natural Resources Tax Law Unit and the W1 Department of
Revenue and learned enough to know that there are different interpretations regarding how this number will be
calculated (for example, market vs. assessed value). The average tax rate varies between $13.35 per acre and
$19.93 per acre depending on the source of information used. Until this is clarified, I cannot support this
proposed change in the MFL.

Secondly, we believe that the proposed changes to the MFL should apply to only new applications or petitions.
This will maintain the integrity of the MFL and the commitment that previous MFL enrollees and the State of
Wisconsin have made by contract or agreement.

] commend you and your committee for your effort and hard work to improve the MFL and your commitment
to Wisconsin’s forest resources.

i AT
ob Kudick

Corporate Woodlands Manager

WAUSAU + MOSINEE PAPER CORPORATION

CORPORATE WOODLANDS
100 MAIN STREET « MOSINEE, WISCONSIN 54455
715/693-2111 (TEL) 715/693-0243 (FAX)
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CHANGES TO MFL BILL AB 323

My name is John Czerwonka. I live in the Town of Franzen which

is in the southeastern part of Marathon county. I own 140 acres
of land there. 50 acres of cropland and 90 acres of woods and
swampland. I have 69 acres of my woods in MFL. 49 acres were

put in in 1991 and 20 acres in 1997. I belong to the Wis Woodland
Owners Association and the American Tree Farm system. My effores
at woodland management have made me the regional tree farmer of
the year for this area.

1 agree with most of the changes proposed for MFL. The increased
payments to towns and counties, adding a withdrawal fee, increasing
the transfer fee, certified plan writers, registered deeds, and
even the creation of a fine for noncompliance.

But I disagree with the following changes:

Changing the annual per acre rate for closed lands. Using Department
of Revenue figures for 2001, that would have been $5.86 per acre
last vear. I paid $6.60 per acre on the rest of my land in taxes
last year.

Increase the closed acreage to 160 acres.

Using the funds from the increase in closed lands rates to provide
more public land for recreation. We are closing more open land,
increasing the closed land rates, and buying more public land

for outdoor recreation. This does not add up. What about the
additional cost for overseeing this grant program and the costs
for the local government to oversee this additional land. Why

not keep it the way it is and just raise the closed land rate

to $2.00 above the open land rate.

Another area I disagree with is changing the application deadline
and the nonrefundable fee. It takes omyear once you are approved
for MFL before you get your changed tax bill. I would propose
July 1lst of the year of expiring MFL contracts for a renewal
deadline. And Janurary lst for new applications. And a 3200
nonrefundable application fee.

Lastly, I would disagree with exempting new MFL orders from the
yield tax for the first five vears. If anybody strips the timber
off before they enter MFL, they are not accepted into MFL.

The idea behing the MFL is to increase timber production and
wise use of our woodlands by proper management. Yes, the MFL
law does need some changes made to it. But lets not kill the
horse pulling the wagon just because the wagon has a flat tire.

a ou... 4
Ay K
John P. erwonka

565 S State Rd 49
Wittenberg WI 54499-9631
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In response to the proposed changes to the Managed Forest Law Bill, Assembly Bill 323
sponsored by Representative Friske of Merrill and cosponsored by Senators Welch of Redgranite and
Breske of Eland.

As a member of WWOA 1 support their efforts and views on keeping annual acreage taxes low,
Calculating the yield tax on the actual income derived from harvest; and public hearings should be held
throughout Wisconsin to allow landowners an opportunity to comment.

The points of the proposal that I have problems with are: 1) MEFL was a contract between the
jandowners and the state and once signed the contract can only be changed if it is mutually agreed or when
the contract expires. 2) Changing the formula for calculating taxes and increasing the fees for closing
lands, both resulting in higher taxes to current participants with no venefits to the landowners. 3)
Promising to return 80% to the municipality but a part of this return is funded by the current MFL
participants taxes being raised. 4) Past management plans were written with very specific deadlines and
failure by the landowner to meet these deadlines will make them delinguent, all current pians need to be
reviewed and updated to reflect reality.

When I entered into the MFL program it was my understanding that this was a legal contract and
both parties had their ends to uphold. It ismy understanding that the state will give lower property taxes in
exchange for managing the forest in a sustainable manner. The lowered taxes were to be calculated using a
specific formula and for those that did not want to have their land open to the public could close their lands
for the additional fee of $1.00 an acre. Well I’m managing my property according to the guidelines
specified and now the state wants to change the formula so I will pay more tax and then change the $1.00
an acre fee to a new formula which results in more tax. The state cannot hold the “contract” over my head
to comply and then fail to meet the state obligations. With this proposal I see my taxes going up and in
return I get to manage my property according to the same guidelines as under the old program with new
stricter requirements. I own 200 acres all enrolled in MFL, I have closed 80 acres to try and lease the
hunting rights to generate additional income. Currently I pay $.74 an acre for 120 acres and $1.74 an acre
for the 80 closed acres. Under this proposal WWOA las calculated the open lands would be taxed at $1.17
an acre and the closed lands would be taxed at $5.86 an acre. This is an increase of over $380 a year and I
see no benefits, someone needs to explain to me what I get out of this proposal other than higher taxes.

I wrote to the DNR forester when I submitted a change to my management plan and 1 had fears of
“Madison” “punishing” delinquent management practices. I agree with holding landowners accountable
for not keeping their end of an agreement and a non-compliance assessment or ultimate withdrawal is not
an unreasonable punishment. However under the past requirements for the wording of the required
practices this punishment is excessive. Using the word “shall be completed in 1999” doesn’t leave any
room for interpretation. Conducting this practice in 1998 or 2000 is not in compliance and 1 feel 1 would be
assessed a fine for “noncompliance assessment”. For all the required management practices I am presently
current, no delinquent practice but for almost every one that I have accomplished I have been late. Late
due to actions or inaction’s on my part or my foresters, no, late due to circumstances beyond my control
yes.

The forester and I have done our homework and have the cuttings scheduled but when the work is
put out for bid and we receive no bids for the year, we are delinquent. Please explain to e what we have
done wrong and why you feel we need to be punished. There are many reasons for not receiving bids from
loggers; some of the ones I can think of are market conditions and environment. If the local mills aren’t
buying the loggers aren’t cutting. The area may have suffered a blow-down condition and the mills bought
up the salvage and are currently overstocked. My stand is pole sized northern hardwoods and the thinning
produces mainly hardwood pulp, which can be used, but only as a percentage of the total pulp and when the
mill reaches their limit they stop buying. Also not all areas are blessed with local mills to buy the raw
materials, the further from a mill the less desirable the stand is to the logger. Once you attract a logger the
stand requires certain characteristics to keep their interest. The stand should be large enough to make it
worth the loggers time, access and existing roads are a must, stand should be close to permanent roads and




the job should be big enough to justify the tear-down and set-up of their logging operation. Also remeiber
that some northern forest are on soft ground so when you think of a year to complete a practice this year is
broken down into January 1 until the ground is thawed and then again in early winter after the ground is
frozen until December 31.

My forest when I bought was a pole timber stand of mainly northern hardwood and the practices
conducted so far have been Timber Stand Improvement thinning to improve the health and vigor of the
remaining stand. The thinning have produced some merchantable timber but the bulk has been hardwood
pulp and hardwood pulp doesn’t attract many loggers. Ihave requested to change my management plan to
consolidate some stands to attract more loggers and I have also reduced some to spread out the harvest so I
don’t live a feast or famine existence. We have learned a lot about forestry since owning our property but
it’s just like trying to grow an old growth forest it takes time. When I discussed the changes with the DNR
forester he even stated that when mana gement plans were being written initially (mine included) they were
writing plans for stands in size down to 2-3 acres. The forester said now they try and consolidate stands to
make harvesting economically viable. Asan example one of my stands is 14 acres of pole sized timber.
which will produce mainly hardwood pulp. This stand is over ¥ of a mile from the road with the last 4
mile needing clearing as a logging road. It took alinost 5 years to attract a logger to 40 acres of mainly
hardwood pulp with roadside access, how many years of noncompliance fines would you asses me for not
attracting a logger to this stand. I think it would be a cruel joke to fine someone for trying to do the right
thing when the practice wouldn’t even clear the amount of the fine.

I feel this non-compliance assessment is needed to bring the few into compliance but I feel the
wording of the mandatory practices as written in mine and most other plans would punish the masses. In
my letter to the DNR forester I asked why the timeframe for conducting the practice is nota 3-5 year
window. This would allow multiple years to solicit bids from loggers allow the landowner some flexibility
on market conditions and possibly increase the amount of yield tax collected because we are not being
forced to accept the first and maybe only bid to complete this task in the very limited timeframe. As
written I have only 1 year to get the trees cut before I'm in non-compliance and would be subject to your
fine. One of the advantages that has always been touted for owning woodlands over row cropped land is if
the markets are poor for timber, pulp or woodland products then we can delay the harvest until markets are
better. The MFL program is to promote sound forestry practices but with the wording of the mandatory
practices, as an example, “ The thinning of this stand shall be thinned in year 2004” doesn’t leave any
leeway. If not thinned in 2004 then a mandatory practice is delinquent. As part of sound forestry isn’t the
economic aspect taken into account, trying to sell when markets are poor to meet a specific year either
means we are delinquent because we attract no loggers to bid or we are forced to take a contract to meet
this deadline. Thisis foolish and I don’t think the program was intended to place landowners in this
situation. Ihaven’t read any guidance that relieves the landowner of practicing sound economic practices
other than if we are delinquent in carrying out mandatory practices we can be dropped from the program
and pay additional taxes as penalties. Due to soft markets and a high percentage of hardwood pulp I haven’t
been able to attract more than 1 bidder on any of my previous cuttings under MFL and a couple have been
years after the mandatory practice was scheduled. I would like to propose a 3 -5 year window to carry out
these practices to allow for soft markets, lack of logging interest for bids and to allow smaller stands to be
cut with other stands which may attract more logging interest. The county forester has always told me that
as long as we are trying to meet the deadlines we won’t be dropped from the program. This is reassuring
but I don’t get a warm fuzzy feeling with the wording of the MFL requirements if we happen to miss a
deadline. Is there anything in writing that allows some leeway to the landowner to avoid being labeled
delinquent in mandatory practices caused by conditions beyond the landowner control? Speaking from
experience I have accepted the first bid every time and these bids were the only bids received, some after a
couple years of trying to solicit bids. To avoid being penalized or withdrawn from the program I was also
either on the phone or writing letters to the DNR explaining what we were doing to get the trees cut. Once
again explain to me what I’m doing wrong that you feel I need to be fined for non-compliance

Also is this fine on a yearly basis so for each year it would be $250 or is it a one-time fine. The
fine should also be commensurate with the potential yield because a $250 fine for 14 acres of hardwood
pulp is excessive as compared to a 1000 acres of hardwood timber. I feel assessing an additional 5-10%



yield tax would be a fairer way and then the percentage penalty could be increased the longer the
landowner fails to make progress toward accomplishing the required practice.

Creation of a Land grants program is a good idea however the money collected from the annual
closed acreage should be returned to the municipality where the property is located. Ias a tax payer at all
levels (Federal, State, county and city) am tired of seeing my hard earned money being diverted to cities,
counties and states other than my own. Opening this grant program to “cities” means money from
Northern Wisconsin will be sent to Milwaukee to buy a vacant lot in the inner city, post a sign that says *
Wildlife Habitat” and the residents will appreciate this habitat as well as they appreciated the former vacant
lot. This money is generated by fandowners closing part of their property. The state (taxpayers)
reimburses the municipality for the lost tax revenue as a result of the MFL program and when a landowner
closes part of their land, the landowner pays more into the program. By the landowner paying more this
should reduce the amount the state taxpayers should have to reimburse the municipality. This program
appears to be just another spending program and through creative accounting will sell it to taxpayers asa
funded program without any added expenses to the taxpayers.

Most lands closed are for hunting or fishing. Thave closed 80 acres to try and get some additional
income through hunting leases, to date I’ve not been successful. Taking 80 acres of land out of the open
lands within Rusk County and creating a land grant program for Milwaukee and Madison to buy lands
doesn’t appear to be an apples and oranges discussion. How does buying land in Milwaukee and Madison
ease the loss of open hunting areas of Rusk County. This program sounds like another giveaway program
for Milwaukee and Madison at the expense of the rest of the state. This program removes property from
the local tax rolls in exchange for managing the property within certain sustainable guidelines. The local
govermmnent gets some compensation in exchange for removing the land under this program but I do not see
any logical reason why the local government does not get all the money asa result a landowner closing part
of his acreage. The only fair way is for the formula to take in account the percentage of open land to closed
lands within the city, municipality or county. This would remove Milwaukee County and the city of
Madison because they wouldn’t show any loss of open lands because they only have closed lands. Under a
system like this then by me closing 80 acres Rusk county would show a loss of 80 acres from the county
totals and would be eligible for this grant program to replace what was lost. And what was lost was 80
acres of hunting land so to replace this loss 80 acres would have to be opened to hunters. Buying property
for a bird sanctuary, butterfly garden, hiking trail etc does not replace 80 acres of hunting lands unless the
bird sanctuaries, butterfly garden, hiking trail are opened to hunters.

I closed my lands for the sole purpose of hunting season. The lands are not closed to any of the
other activities but the state has imposed this all or nothing proposal and if my lands are closed for the
hunting season, lets say for a 3 month period why am 1 being forced to pay the yearlong penalty. My
property is open to the bird watchers, hikers, fisherman for any period other than hunting season and if 1
don’t lease the property it is open during that period aiso.

I hope you spend soine time with this change and try to understand the forestry and logging
industry before you vote because this proposal appears to be a “knee-jerk” reaction to a problem and in tlas
case the cure is worse than the disease.

DL

David J. Gilbank

2926 West Court Street

Janesville, WI 53548

Tel: 608-752-9365 H)
608-756-3632 (W)
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Comments on AB323 by James Heerey
144 27" St., New Auburn Wi. 54757
Telephone 715-237-3093

Assumptions underlying my recommendations:
1) Forest Products is arguably Wisconsin’s largest industry with statewide economic impact.
2) Anything which reduces or fails to encourage the productivity of Wisconsin’s forests is a
drag on Wisconsin’s economy.
2) Over 50% of Wisconsin’s forestlands are privately owned.
3) The great majority of private forestlands are not managed under a scientifically based
management plan which assures their productivity and sustainability.
4) Enroltment of forestlands in MFL is the single best means of assuring their productive and
sustainable management.
5) Parcelization of forestlands makes DNR administration of MFL enrollments more
burdensome, reduces likelihood of good management and reduces Open acreage.
6) Restricting the frequency of changing the Open/Closed status during an enrollment reduces

Open acres.
7) Wisconsin’s Legislature is bent on further taxing forestland owners.

Recommendations to mitigate the damage to Wisconsin forestry:
Section 21 would lengthen processing time for an MFL application. This will repel potential
enrollees and harm the MFL Program and the forest products industry. Delete this change.

Section 26 would change the current administrative restriction on changing the Open/Closed
status to a statutory restriction. Restriction to only one change in Open/Closed status during an
enrollment (25 or 50 years) motivates landowners to close as many acres as they imagine they
may ever wish to use exclusively. This reduces Open acres. With more frequent changes a
landowner will only Close acres to meet current needs. In lieu of the proposed language, 77.83
(Im) should establish the statutory right to change Open/Closed status at a reasonable frequency
(i.e. three years intervals) for a reasonable administrative fee.

Section 30 seems to try to discourage parcelization of properties and to increase Open acres by
both increasing permitted Closed acreage per ownership and by substantially increasing the
Closed acreage fee. This breaches the good faith agreement to allow closure of small acreages
for a small additional fee. Also, it deals neither with a root cause of parcelization nor with the
escalating cost to DNR Forestry to administer ever smaller parcels. [ propose instead that sliding
fee scales be used to discourage Parcelization and to promote Open acres. For example, using
the current tax rate for MFL acres (3.74), enrollments of less than 40 acres (quarter quarter
section or government loy) would pay an annual tax at triple the base rate (32. 22). Enrollments
of less than 80 acres would pay an annual tax at double the base rate (81.48). Enrollments of, or
in excess of. 80 acres would pay the base rate. Enrollments of less than 20 acres would no longer
be accepted. The additional fee for Closed acres would be stepped up also but in one dollar
increments from $1.00 per acre for 40 acres or less, to $2.00 for 80 acres or less, and would
continue upward without limit.

Section 36 establishes a Noncompliance Assessment. This proposed change is punitive,
seemingly arbitrary, will exacerbate many landowner’s fear of “getting involved with the
government” and will repel them from the MFL Program. It does not deal with the root cause of
the problem which is an inadequate staff of DNR foresters. The existing statute provides DNR
foresters the ability to force withdrawal from MEL for noncompliance. Delete this provision.
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Subject: Managed Forest Law Bill
Assembly Bill 323

Attention: Representative Friske---Sponsor; Co-sponsors; Senator Welch and Senator Breske

As | understand your purpose for excessive taxation, the additional funds raised by this

assessment will be used by the DNR to create a grant program for land acquisition for nature
based outdoor recreation....significantly increase payments to towns and counties of various fee.

No. ! lobjectto the substantial rate increases that you are proposing.
When the state purchases land with these increased fees, land is being taken out of the tax
base and the remaining land owners will pick up the increasing taxes.

With more land to administer, more people will have to be hired to administer the
increased work-load.

MFL tax will go up 63% on open land and 340% on closed land.
As indicated above, your proposal will hit the land owners with a three-fold tax increase.

You are drastically increasing the closed land rate and should not be allowed to
manipulate the MFL with this unrealistic condemnation of the landowners who prefer to
close their land.

The MFL laws allow for adjustments every 5 years......not a major reformulation of the
law. My taxes on 80 ac will go from $139 to $469

The MFL is not that great a deal. You pay now on regular taxes or pay later on the 5%
yield tax. If you are practicing good forestry, the value of your remaining stand, on a selective
cut, increases in value after every harvest. The least desirable trees are taken out, and the more
valuable crop trees remain.

These crop trees increase in value not only from size but an increase in grade and value.
Each successive harvest in a 25 year or longer period will have a higher value per volume cut.

ie.
So 59, of a $10.000 cut is $500. .....Ist cut
5% of a $25.000 cut is $1250...... 2nd cut

Here is something to consider, if you insist on changing things.

1. Tax forested land as per use, like agricultural land:
a. Farmers take a crop off the land each year and realize a profit each year. Their land, by
state trespass laws, is automatically closed to the public.

b. Woodland owners take a crop off their land every 10-25 years and have to pay a
substantial penalty to close their land: A $300 fee to get into the program; $250 for
mandatory practices not completed; and at the end a 5% tax on their harvested product.




Subject: Managed Forest Law Bill
Assembly Bill 323

With the fees (taxes) in place for 2002 this is what it costs for a 40 ac parcel that [ own in
the town of Almon:

Year Taxes/ MFL. Closed Taxes/ Farmland Taxes/ Woods
2002 $69.60 $178.74 $748.25

If the new fees (2008) were in place for 2002. this is what it would cost:

Year Taxes/ MFL, Closed Taxes/ Farmland Taxes/Woods
2002 $234.40 $178.74 $748.25

So you can see the 40 AC farmland tract would be the most desirable with no up front,
during, after, fees and penalties attached.

I have several other items to comment on:

1. The MFL plan to be written by a certified plan writer or DNR.
a. How do you become certified
1. professional forester with a degree and guidelines...is this adequate?

2. $250 fine for each mandatory practice not completed.
It is difficult to find a logger to harvest a mediocre stand. What then?? Still fined. Some
loggers should not be in the woods, so a land owner needs to be selective.

If you are going to make unrealistic increases like this, the landowner should be allowed
1o pull out of the program without any penalties assessed.

Do in moderation-----as in drinking, a little might be acceptable but a lot, unacceptable.

The same applies to raising taxes. Kfc/kazc (Q /

Gene C. Lasch

Forester; Silviculturist; Landowner;
Life-time member Wis. Woodland Owners
{WWOA}

N4815 St. Hwy. 22
Shawano, W1 54166
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STORAENSO“)

Stora Enso North America

Forest Resources

P.O. Box 8050

Wisconsin Rapids, Wi 54495-8050

Tel 715 422 3889
Fax 715 422 3620
www.storaenso.com

Comments
of
Stora Enso North America

Regarding
Assembly Bill 323

Relating to Proposed Modifications in Wisconsin’s
Managed Forest Law

My name is Tim Tollefson. | am the Strategic Planning Manager for the Forest
Resources Unit of Stora Enso North America. We are a division of Stora Enso, a
global forest products company producing paper for magazines, catalogs, annual
reports and a variety of other printed materials. We also produce packaging
board for consumer products and building materials for the home. We have
papermaking operations in Wisconsin Rapids, Stevens Point, Whiting, Kimberly,
Niagara and Biron, Wisconsin; Duluth, Minnesota and Port Hawkesbury, Nova
Scotia, Canada.

The Forest Resources Unit is responsible for procuring about 1.3 million cords of
wood annually to support our papermaking operations in Wisconsin and
Minnesota. We are the largest buyer of wood in the Lakes States. The vast
majority of our wood comes from private forest lands such as those enrolled in
the Managed Forest Land program.

My purpose today is not to comment on the specifics contained in AB 323 other
than to say we generally have no objections to the proposed modifications. My
purpose is to express our support for the MFL program as a whole and to listen
to the comments of others regarding AB 323.

The protection and management of Wisconsin’s forests are of vital concern to the
people and forest industry of this state. Stora Enso North America strongly
supports the MFL program as an effective way to promote good stewardship on
private forest land. Specifically:

¢ The program encourages private forest owners to manage their forests
using sound, sustainable practices by deferring tax responsibilities until
the resource is capable of yielding income.




STORAENSO

e The program is primarily focused on timber production. This ensures a
continuing supply of available fiber now and into the future to support an
important part of our local and state economies.

e The program provides multiple benefits for society in the form of recreation
and hunting opportunities, water quality protection and wildlife
management.

Finally we appreciate this committee’s commitment to Wisconsin's forest
resources and: its interest in improving the Managed Forest Law to meet the
changing needs of landowners, industry and society at large.

Thank you. | would be happy to answer any questions from the committee.

For further information contact our Communications department:

Tim Laatsch Phone :(715) 422-4023
E-mail - tim.laatsch @ storaenso.com

Carol Davis Phone : (715) 422-3878
E-mail : carol.davis @ storaenso.com

Mailing Address Stora Enso North America
P.O. Box 8050
Wisconsin Rapids, Wl 54495-8050




